p.\n.N r 

Attorney Docket No (126505 i I S 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT \M> TRADEMARK "ih- $ 



In ■ application of: 

Robert Dspin, ci al. 
Mfpllmhn No,: iMM ,000 

Filed: March 4, 2002 

For: MONEY lll.ANSF.ER. 
EVALUATION SYSTEMS AMD 
METHODS 



Con firm alio? j No, 0763 
Examiner: CrisEoa O. Sites? 
:.fehB©te^CM^/Ati Halt: 310 

.4Fi»ELLANTls' REPLY BRIEF 



Mail Stop Appeal Brf of 

P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 223130450 

Tfek Reply Briefis ^btpitted is resppn$e to the Bx&miuer A Answer mailed on 
December 24, 2000. T&s iollowmg remarks ate blended to fefUutr tbtm the issues jo ibis 
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For convenience, (he foUmmgmmmks are arranged hi accordance with the "(10) 
Respor >se to Azgwnmt section of the Examiner's Answer. 



First Issue 

Tbe Examiner again mim to Stewart's *^pi$8^-#f f^t«^«r--da^.^fli a 

restricted list published by the United States Tr^py Department. Examiner *$Jmmr, p. 1.5, 

The Es.am.iner justifies this comparison as teaeMsg or sugpslbg tks CrPatkui of a reference 

designator by stating: 

It is obvious shot :•: cheeking against a list, kept by the United States 
Treasury Department, you are lining pp eetaain usrssachon with certain 
"n&uas" or ether information. Qti the list The summer data, smmes 
/foreign eanskboap etc are all re&reaee; designators. Jest as one 
naosaetbu ma^'bfe'Jirted^.ivitft-s Mim m the said restricted list, so 
may twa or mote. Further* it-k only the to^etiMs thai have somehow 
\dictef with the list that get aaalysjed. 

Mwmner a P- 1 5, WMtefthe Examiner retfei to comparison of customer data 

ip a ppldished: list as teaching or s^ggestlttg wf^s^'feipiato,- because "fcusteaw data, 

i^amea /foreign trartsactic?js v etc are all ^.teeiice^^igt^ldB;," this misses tbe Appellant's 

argusteeni M The mfceBce dedgoatw ^ claim 1 is created k 'asseeiatioa with a first sender 

idenPfJeabon and a second sender {dc^ificatsdTii 'wh^cfe4hc frtst sender identiSaadsn aad 

seeornbsendef idetHihcaiiors ate related tp ^.'lB>t.a»<l;i^^ money transfer request, respectively. 

in Stewart, m mfkrmm iksigti&t&r iS'i&mt&t : --&®$etf:&n -aft imaiysis qf kknii/kaiimts fmm 

bppa-oer ?nongy 0<mjpr r#qt$i&$* 

Second Issue 

i he o-xsnuaar agmn appears to nave ousseo too Appellant s argument, t. tarns 1 
refers to multiple money- transfer requests. Stewart merely discusses the opening of one or more 
"account openings." Fender, this aeeonst opemoginiormation is not used for any 10150 of 
^ i 'v. >.< ennt openings. 
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fk? Examiner repeats hss citation to Stewart for disclosing a chock of customer 
data against restricted lists published by the United Slates Treasury Department Office of 
Foreign Assets Control to maintain OF AC" compliance. Iw*!^ p. B- The 
nmmmx states: "It is obvious that m check against a 1st, kept by the Unites States Treasury 

m$mmm m im® w immtm mm mm "mmsf or information, on 

the iist/' FT 

Claim I does not in volve the comparison of customer data to an established list 
Rather, claim I involves a first sender identi:fo^ 

ssceod §em1er ide^tincanot! from a second money transfer request bein|e indicated as related. 
Whereas two regimes are bdag'&dlaatied;^ T^^ja^lpRi; 1 $ ite OFAC list pfSlpvM ika 
C8f!PP of customer data to a list The Emmjnsr'is -&mw& continues on to slate: "lust m. 
one trasrsaction may be lined up with a name on & said reslrfdted list, ao may two or moreT Id, 
m, mm^ mm wto ® oecrag m claim 1 . Due (or more than one) piece of bfoimatioa 
a?e ootl?eini eornpared to a list &mhm $£mter idmt0mtionjrom mutiipte requests are being 
anufymd W determine : $0iey 

Wmstik Issue 

The Examiner is interpreting lire terMs "auspieloes/snspecO and 
"imtdulent'limsd^ to be'*T»mti&«&!I^ t&g '$m&* -Exmffitier % Answer, p. IT Appellant 
disagrees. Suspicious trmisaedopSBtiy bf motutered to prevent activities such as money 
laundering,, terrorist activities, pranked crime front occurring. Bowever, a frandnkmt 
transaction reierx to Tntentiooa! perversion of truth in order to- induce another to part; with 
something of valae , . . T MwOno-h%b.s^ 

webstcrxoui/dietionarybifaud. 1Teretdrc f party performing a .suspicious transaction does not 
necessarily equate to a fraudulent transraUiom For eyarnple, a person coma attempt to transfer 
moeov U a"!sTv aou\ sues, hut may not be eoridoetmg a rraedOsnn uan>ner because he is using 
his name and other censored infoninuion. 
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Further, ft is unclear bow a ' search | Iharf IneLodos cn.ha.nccd naoic/forciyrs 
translation mapping to provide matefeing capabilities with low falss-fPsitive responses 5 ' may be 
fairly read as teaching, suggesting or otherwise prp^iBgofevioua any of the s«v#n virkius types 
of money transfers reaped m claim J, lilts Is espoeiatly iindw ooriaidering: that the Bxaunoer s 
Answer adrnim thro "StewaP does not specifically refer to criteria used lis the Instant appUeaPoo: 
wheo determining that a transaction is sospect. Examiner $ Amw&\ p. 1.7. 

h light of the ibregoing. Appellant h&lievss ehrlrn 1 lis lie mcondiiioo for 
allowance. Farther, independent cladus i 6, \% 23* 24.. and 2? eon tain similar recitations and are 
in condition tor adovvanee for similar reasons. 



BgmMping -fessiea 

Appellant maintains that me arguments asserted In the Appellants' Brief 
overcome the fepimers arguments- presented in the Final €)ffke Action and the Examiner's 
Answer. 

For these reasons, it is r«spectiully submitted thai the rejection should: he 
reversed. The Appellaritaa^ainiata propriety of ite remaining argranents presented in. (he 
Appellant's :Srief> 
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